In book III chapter 4 of his Ecclesiastical History of the English People (HE), Bede wrote that St Columba arrived in Britain from Ireland in a.d. 565 in order to convert the Picts, and in return for this he was given Iona by those he had evangelised. 2 This episode was an aside from Bede's narrative account of the conversion of the Northumbrians, but it was significant to Bede in terms of his overall message, since the monks of Iona were later rewarded for their missionary activity among the AngloSaxons in 716 when the Northumbrian monk Ecgberht persuaded the Iona community to change their method of calculating Easter and their style of tonsure. Columba's arrival in Britain is dated to a.d. 565 and synchronised with other events in four calculations in HE, iii.4: that Columba had been in Britain for just over 34 years, which would probably date Columba's arrival in Britain to 563. 7 Bede's alternative date of 565 has usually been explained as the result of calculation by Bede using one of his synchronisms; some scholars have argued that it was derived via the statement that the reckoning of Easter introduced by Columba was continued in Iona for 150 years, up to the year 715, while others have favoured the view that it was based on a synchronism with the ninth year of the Pictish king Bridei's reign. 8 If the latter were the basis, then this would imply that Bede was basing his calculation on a Pictish source, since a similar calculation is found in Pictish kinglists. While the issue of how Bede produced his 565 date may seem to be a minor one, understanding how Bede obtained it and his related synchronisms not only enhances our understanding of his methods and sources, but also provides evidence for early Pictish historical writing and cultural connections in northern Britain.
Out of the four synchronisms, that linking the arrival of Columba to the first year of Justin II is least likely to have been the basis for the 565 date. This synchronism was probably introduced by Bede himself, since he made similar calculations elsewhere in the Historia Ecclesiastica, and his earlier Chronica Maiora was structured on imperial reigns, including that of Justin II. 9 Justin's succession is also noted in the Irish chronicles, Tigernach, vol.i (Felinfach, 1993) , AT kl. 102.1). Since Stokes's edition is inaccurate and lacks editorial dates, the annals in AT will be denoted by the number of kalends they are from the beginning of the third fragment, which from 656 onwards means that the equivalent annal in AU is obtained by adding 400. Christianorum, Series Latina CXXIIIB, Bedae Opera, Pars VI, Opera Didascalia, but the imperial items in these texts were first included in the eighth or ninth centuries using Bede's Chronica Maiora. 10 While it is possible that other scholars in Dál Riata or Pictland had access to similar sources to Bede's, the direct evidence for an imperial list in those regions is lacking.
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On the face of it, Bede's statement that Columba remained in Britain for about thirty-two years is more likely to explain the 565 date, because 565 plus 32 produces 597, the year in which Columba's death took place, according to Iona sources. This contradicts the evidence of Adomnán's 'Life of St Columba', which states that Columba lived in Britain for just over 34 years, and of the Clonmacnoise-group of Irish annals, which gave him a thirty-five year stay. However, as A.A.M. Duncan proposed, it is likely that Bede obtained thirty-two years from a source which had thirty-five years, by a confusion of u with ii, a very common mistake of the period. 12 It is uncertain whether the Irish annals were the source of this information, since Columba's age and the length of his time on Iona are not stated in AU. This casts doubt on whether these details were present in the common source of AU and the Clonmacnoise group, the 'Chronicle of Ireland', which ended in 911. Since the detail, present in the Annals of Tigernach and Chronicum Scotorum, that Columba died on Pentecost would only have been correct according to the Dionysiac tables which began to be used on Iona in 716, this is likely to have been an addition made after 716. 13 Nevertheless, even if the Irish annals were not the immediate source, the information in the Clonmacnoise-group item is likely to share a common source with Bede's statement on the period of Columba's stay in Britain. One major difficulty with a theory that Bede calculated 565 from 597 is that nowhere does Bede state that Columba died in 597. While it is striking that adding 32 to 565 still produces a plausible year for Columba's death, this could either be chance, or it could be that xxxu was intentionally altered to xxxii by Bede or his source to take into account other evidence which indicated that he arrived in Britain in 565. 15 Whoever made the alteration, it is unlikely that they had access to Adomnán's 'Life of St Columba'; this would reduce the probability that such a person was closely associated with the Columban paruchia.
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It is perhaps significant that Bede uses the word circiter, 'about', before thirty-two years, because he is definite concerning his 565 date; if he had calculated 565 by subtracting 32 from 597 it would be expected that he would have been equally cautious regarding 565. 17 It is possible that Bede's source did provide the 597 date but that Bede did not view it as important enough to include it in his 'Ecclesiastical History'. Such an argument is highly questionable and unlikely since Bede gave other details about his life, such as his age and the length of time he spent in Britain. Given all these arguments, it is very unlikely that Bede used 597 to calculate Columba's arrival.
Scholars have been more willing to argue that Bede obtained 565 through the synchronism found in the Historia Ecclesiastica that there were 150 years during which Easter was celebrated using the nonDionysiac reckoning until 715. It has been argued by A.A.M. Duncan and Kenneth Harrison that Bede's source contained the information that Iona persisted in using the erroneous Easter calculation for 150 years. 18 Bede then subtracted 150 from 715 (when, according to Duncan, he should have used 713) to get 565. However, it is more likely that Bede created the whole of this synchronism, rather than using a pre-existing 150-year figure. There are similar calculations elsewhere in the Historia Ecclesiastica; the arrival of St Augustine in England is stated to have been 'roughly 150 years after the coming of the English to Britain', 19 the baptism of King Edwin of Northumbria is described 14 (Continued) .lxx.ui., 'in the seventy-sixth year of his life', and AI 597.1 has anno . . . aetate autem .lxxui., so in the Irish chronicles the common source could either have stated that Columba was in his seventy-sixth, or seventy-seventh year. Since AU and AI with lxxui probably retain the 'Chronicle of Ireland' number, lxxuii in AT and CS is likely to be an alteration of the late-eleventh century or later. This makes it less likely that Bede was using the Irish chronicles as a source for his information on Columba, although there is a much stronger connection with the information in AT and CS. 15 Since mistakes involving u and ii were so common, it would have been reasonable for someone to assume that xxxu was actually a mistake for xxxii. 16 For a similar view based on different reasoning, see Duncan, 'Bede, Iona, and the Picts', 6-7. 17 For Bede's other synchronisms, see below, 187-8. 18 Duncan, 'Bede, Iona, and the Picts', 10; Harrison, The Framework, 100 n.3. 19 as 'about 180 years after the coming of the English to Britain', 20 and, according to Bede, 731, when he was writing, was 'about 285 years after the coming of the English to Britain'. 21 These calculations indicate that Bede was interested in linking significant events in ecclesiastical history and in his own time to another important development, the arrival of the Anglo-Saxons in Britain. The fact that one was calculated to the date of the writing of the Historia Ecclesiastica indicates that these synchronisms were created by Bede himself.
A more closely related synchronism to that in iii.4 can be found in v.22, where it is mentioned that the monks of Iona accepted the orthodox ways of life 'about eighty years after they had sent Bishop Aedán to preach to the English'. 22 This uses the same event, the conversion of Iona to the use of Dionysiac Easter tables and the coronal tonsure, as its base, but instead links the event to Áedán's mission to Northumbria. convertor of the Picts, founder of the Pictish Church, or as the recipient of Iona from the Pictish king.
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Acknowledging such claims would have had political implications in Dál Riata, since it would probably have meant accepting Pictish claims to overlordship. It may also have had potential implications for Iona, since, according to a late Middle Irish commentary (from the eleventh or twelfth century) on the law tract Córus Bésgnai, the kin of the original landowner of a monastery's land was second in line to the abbatial succession of a monastery, after the kin of the founding cleric. 32 Therefore, in order to balance the competing geo-political interests of the Columban confederation, Adomnán included more recent Pictish miracle-tales to promote the cult of Columba among the Picts, but may have avoided the political messages implicit in the accounts found in the Pictish king-lists and Bede's 'Ecclesiastical History'. Adomnán may also not have included an explicit statement that Conall mac Comgaill gave Iona to Columba, to avoid offending the Picts, or because he did not want to recognise the rights of the original owner of the land to the abbatial succession of Iona.
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While this could be viewed as a considerable over-interpretation, based on an argument from silence, there are indications that Pictish kings were attempting to extend their influence into Dál Riata earlier than the 730s, when a succession of campaigns led to the conquest of that region by the Pictish king Unuist son of Uurguist.
34 While Bede's statement that Columba was given Iona by the Picts, rather than by Conall mac Comgaill, is the strongest indication that kings of the Picts were claiming authority over Dál Riata before Unuist's campaigns, there 31 This does not necessarily mean that Bede and Adomnán both had access to a common written source, a Pictish Historia Ecclesiastica, as Fraser proposes (ibid., 189-90 are other hints that Pictish kings, while unable to dominate Dál Riata, were influential there before then. In Adomnán's 'Life of St Columba' (ii.23) a Pictish noble called Tarain was committed to the protection of a noble on Islay by Columba, but this noble killed Tarain, and hence was punished with death by Columba. 35 As James Fraser has pointed out, this is probably an intentional parallel to events in the 690s, when a Pictish king called Taran was expelled from his kingship in 696 and then went to Ireland in 699. 36 It is likely that the message of Adomnán's tale was that, in the case of the expelled Pictish king Taran, Columba's protection should not be violated. If this interpretation is correct, then it indicates that it was regarded as possible that the Pictish king could pressurise or persuade a noble in Dál Riata to kill someone under the noble's protection. However, it does also suggest that Pictish power in Dál Riata was also limited, since the Iona confederacy was willing to harbour an enemy of the current Pictish king. In the case of the real Taran, it seems likely that, after being expelled, he went under the protection of Iona in Dál Riata, and that he then travelled to Ireland because Adomnán's worries about his safety were fully justified. 37 Other pieces of evidence could reflect Pictish influence in Dál Riata before the 730s. One of these is the fact that Iona changed its Easter calculation soon after the Picts did. Bede states that Iona did this soon after the Picts under Nechtan had made the use of Dionysiac Easter tables compulsory throughout the Pictish provinces. 38 Since there were Pictish monasteries in the Columban confederacy, this would have increased pressure on Iona to change its own Easter reckoning. As Julianna Grigg has argued, King Nechtan may have been attempting to increase his control over his own Church, but in addition to this he may also have been intending to extend his influence over Dál Riata itself, especially since the abbot of Iona also had authority over bishops according to Bede. 39 If the Iona confederacy changed its Easter reckoning this would make it difficult for the rest of Dál Riata not 35 to follow suit, if they had not already begun using Dionysiac tables, especially since some bishops in Dál Riata were controlled from Iona. According to the Irish chronicles, in 717 Nechtan expelled familia Iae across the dorsum Brittaniae in 717. 40 Since this took place after Iona had changed its Easter reckoning it is unlikely to have been caused by the Easter controversy, although the Irish annals state that they changed their tonsure in Iona only in 718, after the expulsion of familia Iae. 41 It is possible, then, that one of the reasons for the expulsion was an unwillingness on the part of the Iona community to recognise claims made by Nechtan regarding Dál Riata as well as Pictland.
Given the fragmentary nature of the evidence, such an interpretation is relatively speculative, but the events of the 730s indicate that Pictish political interest in Dál Riata is likely to have begun before then. 42 After the battles among the Picts in 728 and 729 involving a number of different leaders, the victor, Unuist son of Uurguist, continued to eliminate rivals and expand his influence. Initially the main foci of his interest seem to have been Talorgan son of Drostan, described as rex Athfoitle ('king of Atholl') in AU 739.7, AT kl 239.7, and the sons of Congus. 43 Atholl is a region on one of the major routes between the Picts and Dál Riata over the Highlands. 44 While it is uncertain where the sons of Congus were based, the fact that AU 734.5 (also AT kl 235.4) states that Talorgan son of Congus was handed over to the Picts indicates that he himself was not viewed by the Iona chronicler as a Pict, even though his name, Talorgan, was Pictish. It seems quite possible then, that Unuist was attempting to gain control of regions along the border with Dál Riata, although it is unclear whether they were considered to have been in Pictland or Dál Riata. 39 This 46 While before 731 such claims were unrealised, since there is no evidence for Pictish attacks on Dál Riata in the early eighth century, it is possible that Pictish kings were attempting to extend their influence into Dál Riata before then.
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Even if this is an over-interpretation, it is highly unlikely that Iona would have stated that Columba went to Britain to convert the Picts and in return received Iona from them; therefore, for this, and the synchronism with the reign of Bridei filius Maelchon which accompanies it, Bede probably was reliant on a Pictish account.
A synchronism comparable to that in Bede's 'Ecclesiastical History' is found in the Series longior version of the Pictish king-lists, where it states that Bridei filius Maelchon was baptised in the eighth year of his reign. The similarity with Bede's synchronism is striking, if not exact. Bede never actually indicated that Bridei was converted by Columba, but this was surely implied by the statements that he converted the northern Picts (who were ruled by Bridei) and was given Iona in return. It is likely 45 49 Duncan, 'Bede, Iona, and the Picts', 7-10, and 36, where he argues that the AngloSaxon monk Ecgberht was the person responsible for compiling a text with items derived from the 'Iona Chronicle' and obits of Pictish kings. 50 Duncan also argued that the king preceding Bridei, Galam Cennaleph, originally had a reign of two years, mis-transcribed as five, and that Galam's obit was placed a year too late, leading to the creation of the joint-reign of one year with Bridei (to maintain a 30-year reign for Bridei). However, none of the surviving Pictish king-lists give Galam a reign of two or five years; all have four, apart from SL1 which has uno, which was presumably a misreading of iiii. A similar variation is found for Cailtram filius Girom, who has uno anno in SL1 (and probably the ancestor of SL2), but ui in Series breuior, the and Bede's 'Ecclesiastical History' were all derived from a common source, the putative Pictish Easter This reconstruction is ingenious, because it explains much of our information about the Picts in a single hypothesis, but there are elements of it which are questionable. One problem is that the correspondence in contents between the Pictish king-lists and the Irish chronicles is not strong in the late sixth and early seventh centuries. While many of the kings in the Irish chronicles are found in the Pictish king-lists, their reign-lengths often are significantly different. The Pictish king-lists have a Nechtan nepos Uerp who is not present in the Irish chronicles, unless Nechtan son of Cano is the same person (which itself would indicate that a different source was used, because of the varying name-forms given). 52 In addition, the Irish chronicles have an obituary notice for a Cennalath (or Cendaeladh in AT), king of the Picts, probably the Galam Cennaleph of the Pictish king-lists, but this is found at AU 580.3, AT kl 87.2 (equivalent to AU 580), only three or four annals before the obit of Bridei filius Maelchon (AU 584.3, AT kl 90.1, in the annal equivalent to AU 583), rather than in 555, as Duncan postulated once existed. 53 In placing Cennaleph's obit so late, the evidence of the Irish chronicles contradicts the Pictish king-lists, which 50 (Continued) other version of the Pictish king-list. To argue that SL1 has the original reading for Galam Cennaleph is to argue that SL2 and SB are closer to each other than to SL1, and, therefore that the extra material found only in SL was systematically excluded from SB, which is extremely unlikely; iiii should be considered the original reign-length for Galam Cennaleph. 51 54 There is also no evidence that any of the Pictish items in the Irish chronicles included reign-lengths, a feature which would indicate a link between 'The Iona Chronicle' and the Pictish king-lists. Overall, the evidence for a common source for the Pictish king-lists and the Irish chronicles rests mainly on the appearance of many kings in common, but this could reflect a shared contemporary interest in the same kingship, rather than a textual link. 55 As a result there is no need to hypothesise Pictish Easter Tables as a common source for either the Irish chronicles or the Pictish king-lists, or posit the involvement of Ecgberht in the production of the Irish annals and Bede's synchronisation.
In addition, the theory of a set of Pictish Easter table annals and its development into a Pictish king-list should be re-examined. It is significant that a note with an exact synchronism on the conversion of King Bridei by Columba is only found in one textual group of the Pictish king-lists, Series longior, but not in the other group, Series breuior. The Series breuior lists contain a note stating that Columba converted Bridei filius Maelchon, but this is written in different vocabulary to the Series longior note, lacks the synchronism of the other textual group, and is likely to have been adapted from Bede's 'Ecclesiastical History'. 56 While the note in Series breuior could potentially have been in the common 53 (Continued) recording the death of another person of the same name in 752 (surviving in AT kl 252.3). 54 Our understanding of the dating of events in the Irish chronicles is not exact, so Duncan's view that Bede could not have obtained 565 from that text is not certain. 55 Confirmatory evidence that there was a contemporary interest in Pictish kings from the sixth century is a somewhat mysterious item describing 'the flight before the son of Maelchon', in AU 558.2, duplicated in AU 560.2, AT kl 67.3, and CS 560.3, which probably refers to Bridei filius Maelchon. It was either an early contemporary item or it was derived from a different source from the obits of Bridei and Galam Cennaleph, but its existence indicates that the obits could have been early items in an 'Iona Chronicle'. This item, since it is located in the annals before the founding of Iona, could reflect information given to Columba and his companions on arrival, or to later Iona annalists, possibly from other Christians in Dál Riata. It is also very unusual; items involving the flight of people in the Irish chronicles tend to be battle items, but the phrase is usually at the end of the item using the verb fugere, rather than the noun fuga at the beginning of the item. This makes it possible that a flight without a battle taking place was implied, so those escaping could have been ecclesiastics (although the low number of items from the sixth century and the high probability that some were rewritten later makes it dangerous to make such inferences). It is unlikely that Columba was the only Christian active in Pictland in the sixth century, so it is possible that the flight was of ecclesiastics from Bridei filius Maelchon. 56 63 If reigns in the king-lists are counted back from the period of recorded Pictish kings, Columba's conversion of Bridei becomes placed in the late-sixth century, which is roughly in agreement with other sources on Columba. This means that the chronological difference is caused by the reigns preceding the Columba note. What exactly caused this chronological discrepancy is uncertain, but the lack of these notes or the year of joint rule between Galam Cennaleph and Bridei filius Maelchon (which is part of the same phase of textual alteration) in Series breuior indicates that the notes were additions to Series longior from another source, with a chronology containing about sixty fewer years between the Abernethy foundation and the Columba note.
64 Then, at a later stage, the notes were added to the Series longior Pictish king-list in the reign of the correct king without regard to their source's chronology.
A probable exception to this lack of concern for chronology is displayed in the dating of the synchronism for Columba. It is likely that the synchronism was related to Bede's calculation that Columba went to Britain in the ninth year of Bridei's reign. However, rather than suggesting that the form in the Pictish king-lists was the result , at 102, argued that the Vita Prima should be dated to the mid-seventh century at the latest, but Kim McCone, 'Brigit', 135-6, would date this text to the mid-eighth century. The continued uncertainty regarding the date of Vita Prima means that it is still unclear when Darlugdach was considered to have been successor to Brigit. However, it should be noted that in the first Abernethy note Darlugdach is described as abbatissa and seems to have remained in Britain for over a year, which would seemingly contradict the account in the Brigit Vita Prima that she died a year to the day after St Brigit. This could indicate that an account different to Vita Prima was the basis for the note found in the Pictish king-lists. This disagreement was discussed by Chadwick, Early Scotland, 9. 64 The most suspicious reign in this section is clearly that of Drust son of Uerp, who is given a reign of a hundred years. However, without this long reign-length the foundation of Abernethy would presumably be in the mid-fifth century, which would probably not be contemporaneous with the life of Darlugdach; therefore, at the time when these notes were first calculated it is likely that this source contained the hundred-year reign of Drust son of Uerp.
of an error, as Chadwick proposed, it could have been based on a recalculation made by comparing the king-lists to another text. 65 This is indicated by the year of joint rule given to Bridei filius Maelchon and Galam Cennaleph, which, as with the synchronism with Columba, is only found in Series longior. It is unlikely to be coincidence that the extra year and the eight years of the synchronism combine to produce the same synchronism with Bridei's ninth year as in Bede's 'Ecclesiastical History'. 66 It is possible that, when the note was added to the Pictish king-list, a calculation was made which resulted in the ninth year of Bridei filius Maelchon being one year too early (compared to another source). Therefore, while Duncan's theory that the note was the result of an error in an Easter Table is likely to be incorrect, his view that the year of joint rule was added to obtain the same synchronism as in Bede's 'Ecclesiastical History' -that Columba came to Britain in the ninth year of Bridei's reign -is probably right. 67 The most likely context for such an alteration is when the note was added to the Pictish king-list, rather than taking place in an Easter table, the existence of which is not supported by any evidence. 68 For this note at least there was probably an attempt to place the event described in the correct year when it was included in the Series longior king-list.
The exact year intended for this Columba note is difficult to reconstruct. In the Series longior king-list common source, counting from the beginning of the reign of Nechtan son of Der-Ilei in 707, the eighth year of Bridei filius Maelchon is either 557, 558, 560, or 561. 69 These dates are earlier than Bede's 565 or 563, but the common source of the Series longior king-lists could have been written in the eleventh century, much later than the inclusion of the synchronism (probably 842/3×876), so there could have been up to two centuries during which reign-lengths could be mis-transcribed. There are significant differences in the reign-lengths compared to Series breuior in this 65 Chadwick, Early Scotland, 14. 66 Duncan, 'Bede, Iona, and the Picts', 8-9. 67 Ibid., 8. 68 It is also more probable that a change of one year occurs due to a scribal error in a king-list reign-length, than through the inclusion of an item in an Easter table  (presumably from a section, and the reign-lengths differ from those obtained from the Irish chronicles, especially for kings in the late-sixth and early-seventh centuries, so it is possible that a few scribal mistakes have taken place after the note was included. As a result, it is not possible to decide whether such a note was originally dated to 563, 565 or another year.
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Whatever the intended date was, the note indicates the prior existence of a synchronism that Columba converted Bridei in the ninth year of his reign. The genre of the exemplar from which these notes came is not certain, but it is clear that they came from a source in which events were dateable to a specific year in the reign of a Pictish king. This could have been a Pictish king-list, annals or another historical text which contained Pictish kings. 71 The most likely location for its composition is Abernethy, because the note on the foundation of that centre is the only reference to a place in Pictland in the Series longior list. It is also possible that the longer account of its foundation, including the bounds of the grant by King Nechtan, was included at the same time and derived from the same source, even though it is only found in one manuscript, SL1.
72 Abernethy, located by the Tay estuary, is likely to have been an important ecclesiastical establishment in Pictland, judging by the Pictish sculpture fragments from there.
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The notes also demonstrate cultural links with Gaelic-speaking regions, since all three display connections with saints derived from or active in Ireland and Dál Riata. In the longer Abernethy note Abbess Darlugdach of Kildare presided over its establishment after Kildare's founding saint, Brigit, interceded with King Nechtan. 74 As has already been discussed, the statement that Columba converted King Bridei filius Maelchon is likely to reflect Pictish views of Columba's missionary activity, rather than the portrayal of Columba in Iona or other Gaelic areas, but nevertheless, it does demonstrate an interest in Columba.
The inclusion of the St Patrick note is more difficult to explain from a Pictish viewpoint. While the note is very brief, the vocabulary employed 70 Another possibility is that 707 was not the base date, which could lead to a different result. closely resembles that found for Patrick's journey to Ireland in some Irish texts concerning St Patrick. The phrase for Patrick's journey to Ireland, using ad Hiberniam, 'to Ireland', and peruenit, 'he came', is found in the Additamenta to the Book of Armagh, a manuscript which was mainly written in 807, in the Vita Secunda and Vita Quarta, both of which derive from a common ancestor in the eighth century, and in an entry in the Annals of Ulster (AU 432.1), which is likely to have been included in the late-eighth or ninth century at a Patrician ecclesiastical centre. 75 Since these words are common in the period, this correspondence could be viewed as a coincidence, but it is perhaps significant that the two earliest accounts of Patrick's life, Muirchú's 'Life of St Patrick', and Tírechán's Collectanea, both dating from the second half of the seventh century, do not contain a remotely similar phrase, whereas from the eighth century onwards ad Hiberniam and peruenit was used frequently to describe Patrick's journey to Ireland. The consistency of use from texts only in the eighth-century or later indicates that the use of this phrase is unlikely to be chance; instead it demonstrates a common textual tradition. The appearance of the same vocabulary in the same context in the Series longior Pictish king-list, therefore, provides evidence for the Pictish use of a text derived from an eighth-century Patrician source. Given the perceived importance of Patrick in the conversion of Ireland, a note on his mission would not be unexpected in a source produced by a Gael, so the evidence of these notes indicates that the community of Abernethy viewed themselves as part of Gaelic ecclesiastical history, and that the Columban paruchia was not the only important channel for Gaelic ecclesiastical influence in Pictland. 76 It is possible that the synchronism for Columba's conversion of Bridei was an interpretation derived from Bede's 'Ecclesiastical History', but this would still not explain how Bede obtained his calculation for St Columba. Given that it is likely that a Pictish king-list was in existence by the 660s, as Molly Miller suggested, it is probable that there were Pictish texts which linked Columba's arrival to Pictish royal history by the time that Bede was writing, since the Iona confederacy founded a number of establishments in Pictland.
78 This would entail a text which had kings as far back as the reign of Bridei filius Maelchon at least, but it is unclear whether this was a king-list, a chronicle, chronological memoranda like those in the Moore manuscript of Bede's 'Ecclesiastical History', or notes made to Easter tables, although the importance of such tables as sources for later historical texts has rightly been downplayed by recent scholars.
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One such text, if not an ancestor of the notes preserved in the Series longior king-lists, provided the information, ultimately partially derived from Iona sources, for Bede's synchronism. By counting the reignlengths or years from the early eighth century back to this note Bede 77 (Continued) is a Gaelic speaker and/or at least some people in the area around Abernethy were speaking Gaelic instead of Pictish would seem to fit the evidence best. 78 (or less likely his source) would probably have been able to calculate the exact date of 565 for Columba's arrival in Britain. 80 The fixed point for the calculation could have been the end or beginning of the reign of a Pictish king the date of which Bede thought he knew. 81 From 565 he would then have created the synchronism that Easter was celebrated using the incorrect reckoning for 150 years, since he knew that Iona began to use the Dionysiac calendar in 716. 82 It would therefore seem to be an instance where Bede had information from a Pictish source which he used for the date of Columba's arrival. He then amplified the importance of this event by the creation of further calculations derived from other information on Columba, from his knowledge of when Iona changed its Easter reckoning, and his source for Imperial reigns. The calculation of Columba's arrival in Britain, therefore, provides further evidence that Bede perceived Columba's arrival to have been a pivotal moment in ecclesiastical history. 83 That Bede was willing to rely on a Pictish source as the basis for this indicates that he held a relatively high regard for Pictish scholarship, which itself adapted Gaelic ideas for Pictish purposes.
APPENDIX:
A Note on Ecgberht, the Picts, and the Change of Easter Reckoning at Iona For Bede, Columba's arrival in Britain was probably important as the start of the cyclical process whereby Northumbria was converted from Iona through Aedán's mission, which was reciprocated when Ecgberht convinced Iona to change its Easter reckoning in 716; therefore, according to this interpretation, Iona was rewarded for its own missionary activity. 84 However, the connection between Ecgberht and the Picts may have also been less direct; a possible interpretation of some aspects of the ecclesiastical reforms of the 710s could be that King Nechtan, wanting to change the form of tonsure and Easter reckoning among the Picts and the Iona community in order to enhance his authority, asked for assistance from Northumbria. Abbot Ceolfrith then sent the letter to Nechtan with arguments in favour of the changes. A possible hint in favour of the existence of these Pictish aspirations is an abrupt transition in subject matter in Ceolfrith's letter to Nechtan, noticed by Duncan. 88 This letter immediately moves from a discussion of Adomnán's failed attempt, because of his lack of influence, to convert Iona to orthodoxy, to an exhortation to King Nechtan to keep correct observances with the people whom God has set him to rule. The development of this passage may be more understandable by arguing that the text contained an inherent suggestion that Iona could in some way be regarded as part of Nechtan's realm; if Nechtan could use his influence over Iona, to succeed where Adomnán failed, then this would prove that Iona and possibly Dál Riata was given to Nechtan by God. It could then have been argued that, as with the Anglo-Saxons and Ecgberht's role in the same events, the ecclesiastical debt owed by the Picts to Iona for its missionary activity in Pictland had been repaid. Such an interpretation is plausible but speculative, and could be an over-interpretation, since the account of Adomnán's failure could have been included simply because he was a respected and influential ecclesiastic in Pictland.
While hints of Pictish claims to overlordship may have influenced Nechtan's decision to change Easter tables in his kingdom, they would probably have been viewed less positively in Iona and Dál Riata. Ceolfrith may, therefore, have also contacted Ecgberht in Ireland explaining the situation. Ecgberht, as someone residing in the Gaelic world since the 660s, could have been viewed in Iona as more neutral than the Picts, and as an old, holy monk and bishop, could have been able to persuade Iona and other Columban communities to change their practices without seeming to accede to Pictish pressure and any associated political claims regarding Iona and Dál Riata. 89 In favour of this theory is that it is unlikely to have been a coincidence that Ecgberht went to Iona on his mission soon after the Picts changed their Easter calculation, and it might explain why the Picts expelled the Iona familia in 717; if Iona still did not accept Pictish claims to supremacy, Nechtan perhaps used the unresolved issue of the tonsure as an excuse to put pressure on Iona. This may have been more successful since in 718 Iona accepted the coronal tonsure. 90 It is therefore possible that political claims of the Picts in Dál Riata were a factor in stimulating religious change in both Dál Riata and Pictland, although the role of Ecgberht and the delay in changing the tonsure indicate that theological issues were also crucial. 89 On Ecgberht's background, see Duncan, 'Bede, Iona, and the Picts', 22-3. 90 AU 717.4, AT kl 217.3, CS 713.2; AT kl 218.6 and CS 714.3. According to Bede, HE v.9 (Colgrave and Mynors (eds and trans.), Bede's Ecclesiastical History, 476-9), Ecgberht had been informed via a vision of Boisil, prior of Melrose, to another member of his community that God wanted him to instruct the Columban monasteries. Since this event is placed chronologically before the mission of Willibrord in the 690s, the implication is that Ecgberht may have waited for another twenty years, when he was in his mid seventies, before going to Iona (see Duncan, 'Bede, Iona, and the Picts', 22), so the timing of his mission is likely to be linked to the change in Pictish Easter reckoning.
